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STATEIVIEI\JT OF THE CASE 
Nature of the Case 
In his Appellant's Brief, Mr. Williams argued that the Idaho Supreme Court 
denied him due process and equal protection when it denied his Motion to Augment the 
record on appeal with various transcripts. Mr. Williams also argued that the district 
court abused its discretion when it revoked his probation and failed to sua sponte 
reduce his sentence. In response, the State argued Mr. Williams was not denied due 
process and equal protection because the judge who presided over the jurisdictional 
review hearing was not the same judge who presided over the probation disposition 
hearing from which Mr. Williams appealed. (Respondent's brief, p.6.) The State 
also argued that the district court's sentencing/probation decisions were justified based 
on Mr. Williams criminal record. (Respondent's Brief, pp.7-9.) 
Mr. Williams is filing a Reply Brief to withdraw his due process and equal 
protection argument. Mr. Wiiliams is also filing this brief to clarify that while his trial 
counsel conceded that Mr. Williams violated the terms of his probation, Mr. Williams 
never personally conceded that he violated the terms of his probation at the evidentiary 
hearing. 
Statement of the Facts and Course of Proceedings 
The statement of the facts and course of proceedings were previously articulated 
in Mr. Williams' Appellant's Brief. They need not be repeated in this Reply Brief, but are 
incorporated herein by reference thereto. 
1 
ISSUES 
1. Did the Idaho Supreme Court deny Mr. Williams due process and equal 
protection when it denied his Motion to Augment with the requested transcript?1 
2. Did the district court abuse its discretion when it revoked Mr. Williams' probation? 
3. Did the district court abuse its discretion when it failed to reduce Mr. Williams' 
sentences sua sponte upon revoking probation?2 
1 As stated above, this issue is being withdrawn from this Court's consideration. As the 
State accurately points out (Respondent's Brief, p.6), the judge presiding over the 
probation disposition hearing from which Mr. Williams appealed was not the same judge 
who presided over the jurisdictional review hearing, and therefore, Mr. Williams' claim 
that the judge could have relied on its memory of the jurisdictional review hearing is not 
supported by the record. (39540 R., pp.91-95, 148-153; 39541 R., p.121-126.) 
2 Issue Ill will not be addressed in this brief 
2 
ARGUMENT 
The District Court Abused Its Discretion When It Revoked Mr. Williams' Probation 
In his Appellant's Brief, Mr. Williams stated he conceded that he violated the 
terms of his probation. (Appellant's Brief, p.18.) However, it was trial counsel, not 
Mr. Williams, who made the express admission. (11/09/11 Tr., p.132, L.122 - p.132, 
L.2.) While Mr. Williams did admit to speaking with his children, he did not expressly 
state that those conversations were in violation of the no contact order. (11/09/11 
Tr., p.144, Ls.7-14.) As such, Mr. Williams clarifies that he did not personally admit to 
violating the terms of his probation. 
CONCLUSION 
Mr. Williams respectfully requests that this Court remand this matter with an 
instruction to place him on probation. Alternatively, Mr. Williams respectfully requests 
that this Court reduce the length of the fixed portion of his sentence, in docket number 
39541, from three to two years. Alternatively, Mr. Williams respectfully requests that 
this Court reduce the length of his sentences as it deems appropriate. 
DATED this 3rd day of January, 2013. 
SHAWN F. WILKERSON 
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender 
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